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ABSTRACT
To remain competitive, organizations must learn to successfully manage change. Despite
significant research on change management processes, a review of the literature indicated a need
for further research on employee readiness for change. The purpose of this study was to compare
employee perceptions about readiness for change in one organization. Factors of readiness
between managerial and nonmanagerial employee groups (e.g., discrepancy, appropriateness,
efficacy, principal support, and valence) were compared. Additional factors such as personal
mindset, trust in leadership, respect for others, and employee involvement in organizational
planning were also integrated for study purposes. This quantitative, nonexperimental research
study utilized survey research. A convenient, purposive sample of managerial and nonmanagerial
employees from a large global consulting firm served as the study’s data source. The survey
sample (n = 68) was representative of the overall participant population. Descriptive, associative,
and inferential statistical techniques were used to address the three quantitative research
questions used in the study. A noteworthy finding was that among both managerial and
nonmanagerial employee groups, the factor, “Leadership presents a clear and effective
innovation strategy that aligns with the organization’s values” appeared in the top three factors of
change readiness. This was also the top factor of perceived change readiness among
nonmanagerial employees.
Keywords: change readiness, readiness for change, factors of readiness, mindset,
managerial readiness, nonmanagerial readiness, perceptions of readiness
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I. INTRODUCTION

Today’s organizations must frequently adapt to remain competitive in a dynamic global
environment. Kotter (2012) explained that “just as organizations are going to be forced to learn,
change, and constantly reinvent themselves in the 21st century, so will increasing numbers of
individuals” (p. 190). As a result, organizational leaders and their employees must be agile in
applying strategic organizational change through the acquisition of new skills, technological
advancements, and strategic business practices. As Ingle (2017) explained, “Before you can
know how to reach your destination, you need to know where you are right now and where you
want to go” (p. 19). Leaders must continually analyze their organizations and adapt their
strategic plans as environmental factors necessitate it. Even after change is implemented,
organizational leaders must regularly assess progress and make necessary adjustments. Because
rapid change is essential to survival in the global marketplace, successful business leaders and
researchers must also be able to quickly assess organizational readiness for change, mitigate
resistance, and implement a strategic change process.
Change is inevitable to ensure the vitality of any organization. Yet, as many as “70
percent of change programs fail to achieve their goals” (“Changing Change Management,” 2015,
para. 1). Such failure is often due to “employee resistance and lack of management support”
(“Changing Change Management,” 2015, para. 1). Although criteria constituting a lack of
management support are widely debatable, some factors include poor planning, ineffective
communication, and lack of employee buy-in. By predicting factors that can affect the success of
1

a change program prior to implementation, organizational leaders can better anticipate and
mitigate resistance. One way to predict these factors is by investigating organizational readiness
for change.
This study was an examination of the general mindset concerning employee readiness for
change in one organization. Mindset is based upon the idea that individuals have unique ideas
about the world around them. Dweck (2006) explained that people either have fixed or growth
mindsets. According to Dweck (2006), the fixed mindset “creates an urgency to prove [oneself]
over and over” (p. 6). Individuals with a fixed mindset are rigid in the way they view themselves
and others. For example, they may believe that their individual intelligence and overall talent
cannot be significantly changed. Conversely, those individuals with a growth mindset believe
their qualities can be continuously improved through additional effort (Dweck, 2006). The idea
of fixed and growth mindsets applies to both individuals and entire organizations.
Senge (1990) coined the term “mental models” to describe an individual’s perceptions of
the world and their reactions to it. According to Senge (1990), people are often unaware of their
own assumptions and the generalizations they make based upon those assumptions. Mental
models allow individuals to draw their own conclusions about the environment around them.
Although mental models can positively contribute to understanding, they can also distort an
individual’s views, which can limit their ability to see a situation clearly, and such distortion can
have a negative impact on individuals and organizations.
Factors of readiness for change were explored in this study. Furthermore, perceptions
about organizational readiness were compared between managerial and nonmanagerial
employees in an organization to determine if patterns existed across the two groups. By
identifying factors of readiness for change and patterns that existed between the two groups, the
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researcher hoped to provide significant contributions to the fields of change management and
organizational learning, particularly as these factors relate to organizational readiness for change.
Because organizations are continually faced with the need to become more innovative and to
increase productivity, organizational leaders and learning design experts must understand how
employee readiness for change relates to overall organizational performance.
Background of the Study
Because change is necessary to stay relevant in today’s business world, organizational
leaders must be adept at implementing effective change management programs that consider
employees’ needs to develop the skills and knowledge needed to innovate and improve their
overall performance. Skilled leaders must also be able to gauge the degree to which employees
are ready for change. Lewin’s (1958) 3-phase model for organizational change is highly regarded
among change management experts today. Lewin (1958) explained that organizational change
occurs in three overlapping phases. Phase 1 involves unfreezing the organizational system.
Unfreezing involves preparing employees for the change itself by rationalizing the need for
change and creating a sense of urgency. Assessing an organization’s readiness for change occurs
during the unfreezing phase. Phase 2 of the process is movement, which involves changing the
organization through new processes, procedures, equipment, and technology. The third phase is
refreezing. This phase involves an unwavering commitment to and reinforcement of the change
being implemented.
Expanding upon Lewin’s model, Kotter (2012) created an 8-stage process for change that
he believed “summarizes the steps producing successful change of any magnitude in
organizations” (p. 22). The eight stages in Kotter’s model are: (a) establishing a sense of
urgency, (b) creating the guiding coalition, (c) developing a vision and strategy, (d)
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communicating the change vision, (e) empowering employees for broad-based action, (f)
generating short-term wins, (g) consolidating gains and producing more change, and (h)
anchoring new approaches in the culture (Kotter, 2012, p. 23). Kotter (2012) posited that most
organizations can improve, but the organizations of the past, where stability was more common,
simply did not prepare for today’s rapidly changing global environment. Consequently, history
did little to prepare leaders for determining employee readiness or successful change
management (Kotter, 2012).
Research shows that in the past three years a typical organization has conducted five
major organizational changes, with more than 75 percent intending to multiply change initiatives
within the next three years (Gartner, 2019). At the same time, only 34 percent of change
initiatives are reported to be clearly successful, while more than 50 percent of change efforts fail
(Gartner, 2019). In more than 80 percent of organizations, change goes through a top down
process with strategic decisions, implementation, and communication plans passed down by
senior leadership (Gartner, 2019). This may have worked in the past when organizations were
largely hierarchal with limited change sequences occurring simultaneously. Today’s
organizations, however, typically have more complex reporting matrices and cross functional
teams with the need to manage multiple changes at once. As a result, top-down change strategies
of the past are often disconnected from the daily workflow in current organizations (Gartner,
2019). Employees at all levels openly communicate about the need for change and are often
heavily involved with planning and implementing changes in current organizational
environments. Both managerial and nonmanagerial employees at all levels have an enormous
impact on the success of change initiatives.
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There is considerable research in change management (Lewin, 1958; Kotter, 2012),
however, literature surrounding employee readiness for change is extremely limited. The benefits
of current studies largely focus on factors related to individual readiness for change, but as
Weiner (2009) suggested, there has been no extensive empirical and theoretical study on
organizational readiness for change. The limited research that does exist on organizational
readiness for change (Armenakis et al., 1999; Weiner, 2009) fails to clearly account for
differences among employee groups at various levels within organizations. Combe (2014)
explained that in large organizations, it may be beneficial to assess multiple levels of readiness at
individual, group, and organizational levels. Pressure to enact change based on the viewpoints of
the strongest influencers rather than consideration for multiple facets within the organization
may provide a false sense of readiness (Combe, 2014). Because middle managers and
nonmanagerial employees are largely responsible for enacting change (Gilbert et al., 2009), it
makes sense that in today’s increasingly dynamic organizational environment, perceptions about
readiness from employees and managers who execute change would provide valuable input to
the existing body of literature on organizational readiness for change.
Readiness Theory
Organizational readiness researchers have attempted to pinpoint the degree to which
organizational leaders and employees are ready to implement a change process. Armenakis et al.
(1999) presented five critical change sentiments that foster change readiness, adoption, and
institutionalization based on an analysis of organizational science literature that were related to
planning, enacting, and assessing change. These sentiments include: discrepancy (e.g.,
knowledge of the need for change), appropriateness (e.g., belief that the proposed change will

5

work), efficacy (e.g., confidence in oneself and the organization), principal support (e.g., belief
that change agents, leaders, and managers will support the change), and valence (e.g., perceived
personal benefit or loss from the change). Further research by Armenakis et al. (2007) included a
study of 42 articles and a survey to further explain and validate the five sentiments. Armenakis et
al. (2007) explained that there are two purposes for using the sentiment framework. First, the
framework can “take the necessary actions during the readiness, adoption, and
institutionalization phases of a change effort” (Armenakis et al., 2007, p. 278). The second
purpose is to use the framework to monitor progress of a change initiative.
Weiner (2009) proposed a theory of organizational readiness based on the idea of
“organizational readiness as a shared state in which organizational members feel committed to
implementing organizational change and confident in their collective abilities to do so” (p. 1).
Drawing from motivation theory and social cognitive theory, Weiner (2009) identified contextual
factors (e.g., organizational culture, policies and procedures, past experience, organizational
resources, and organizational structure) that affect change valence (e.g., organizational members’
perceived value of a change) and informational assessment (e.g., task demands, resource
perceptions, and situational factors). Weiner’s (2009) research was significant because they
attempted to define organizational readiness, discuss the theoretical basis for strategies
recommended by change management professionals, and create a “theoretical link between two
disparate bodies of research: organizational readiness for change and implementation theory and
research” (p. 7).
Seggewiss et al. (2019) studied a German engineering plant that linked organizational
commitment to change readiness. More specifically, the researchers sought to determine whether
employees who were more committed to their workgroups and managers showed more change
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readiness than employees who exhibited less commitment. Seggewiss et al. (2019) concluded
that “commitments to social targets” (e.g., top management, supervisors, and workgroup) (p.
522) positively relate to change readiness. Social targets are management, supervisors, and
workgroups. Therefore, the selection of key personnel with strong social relationships within an
organization can be considered important to implementing change.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to compare employee perceptions about readiness for
change in one organization. Weiner (2009) introduced a theory of organizational readiness that
centers around the idea that organizational readiness is “a shared psychological state in which
organizational members feel committed to implementing an organizational change (change
commitment) and confidence in their collective abilities to do so (change efficacy)” (p. 1).
According to Weiner (2009), factors that “generate a shared sense of readiness” include
“consistent leadership messages and actions, information sharing through social interaction, and
a shared experience” (p. 3). Recognizing the limitations of his research, however, Weiner (2009)
concluded that “the extent to which [organizational readiness] exists in any given situation is an
empirical issue requiring the examination of within-group agreement statistics” (p. 5). A review
of the literature indicated that although a few studies existed on organizational readiness, there
did not appear to be data directly comparing managerial and nonmanagerial perceptions
concerning organizational readiness, which warranted this study. Data was collected at all levels
within the organization and compared among managerial and nonmanagerial employees. Factors
of organizational readiness were explored in each group to determine whether there were
differing perceptions about organizational readiness in managerial and nonmanagerial employee
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groups. Patterns of readiness in each group were also examined to see if some readiness factors
were more predictive in managerial or nonmanagerial employee subgroups.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework for this study was organizational readiness (Armenakis et al.,
1999; Weiner, 2009) and mindset (Dweck, 2006; Senge 1990). Perceived factors of readiness
including discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence were compared
among managerial and nonmanagerial employee groups to determine if patterns of readiness
existed across each group (Weiner, 2009). Comparing factors of perceived readiness among
employees at different levels will allow organizational leaders to make informed decisions about
how to better prepare employees for successful change initiatives.

Readiness
Factors

Mindset by
Participant
Group

Discrepancy
Appropriateness
Efficacy
Principal Support
Valence

overall employee mindset
managerial employees
nonmanagerial employees
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Significance of the Study
In today’s global environment, organizations must produce far more in much less time to
stay ahead of their competition. Successful employers seem to understand this need for agility
and innovation, which is evidenced by billions of dollars invested annually in employee training
and development programs. According to the 2016 State of the Industry report, employers spent
approximately $1,252 per employee on training and development in 2015 (Association for Talent
Development, 2016). A survey of Training Magazine’s corporate members revealed that U.S.
companies collectively spent as much as $90 billion on training in the year 2017 (“2017 Training
Industry Report,” 2017). There was no doubt that employers value training, but further research
was needed to determine whether the training is deemed useful and effective by employees at all
levels in an organization, and whether training allows for innovation, which is necessary for an
organization to remain competitive.
Corporate training programs are typically aimed at compliance, obtaining new skills, or
improving upon existing skills. These training programs often arise via a top-down approach in
which senior leaders determine the necessary training to improve employee and organizational
performance. Instructional designers and corporate training professionals then design the training
to meet the needs perceived by leadership. Employee perspectives about their own individual
performance needs and readiness to change are rarely used in creating these training programs.
In fact, a McKinsey Quarterly survey revealed that only a quarter of respondents stated that their
training programs significantly improved their performance (Cermak & Mcgurk, 2010). Several
factors could be responsible for the perceptions of employees concerning the failure of their
organizations’ training programs. This failure could have been due to poorly developed and

9

delivered training or to leadership misperceptions about which skills their employees needed, as
well as the degree to which employees in their organizations were ready to change.
For real organizational change to occur, employees must be ready to change to meet new
and growing demands related to the success of their organizations. This readiness for change
includes employees at both the individual and group levels. Determining employee readiness is a
complex task, given that organizations are made up of people with many different personalities
who are motivated to change by any number of factors at any given time. By formally evaluating
factors related to organizational readiness for change, leaders can better anticipate and mitigate
resistance to change. Moreover, by examining readiness for change, leaders can better prepare
their employees for success with organizational change initiatives.
Overview of Methodology
Methodology
The study was considered broadly quantitative, nonexperimental, and survey based by
specific research design and methodology. A convenient, purposive sample consisting of
managerial and nonmanagerial employees from a global consulting firm represented the study’s
data source. Specifically, the subjects in this study were managerial and nonmanagerial
employees across five functional service areas (e.g., engineering and science, analytics,
management consulting, cyber, and systems delivery) in a global consulting firm. The
participants were given a selection of questions on readiness from the Learning Environment
Innovation Inventory (LEI2) (University of Central Oklahoma Institute for Learning
Environment Design, 2018). The survey consisted of 13 questions (See Appendix A) intended to
assess employee readiness in terms of discrepancy (e.g., knowledge of the need for change),
appropriateness (e.g., belief that the proposed change will work), efficacy (e.g., confidence in
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oneself and the organization), principal support (e.g., belief that change agents, leaders, and
managers will support the change), and valence (e.g., perceived personal benefit of the change).
Factors such as personal mindset, trust in leadership, respect for others, and employee
involvement in organizational planning were also explored through the survey. According to
researchers at the University of Central Oklahoma Institute for Learning Environment Design
(2018), the LEI2 was created to measure factors of innovation in learning experiences.
Researchers, learning designers, and organizational leaders can gain a better understanding of
how employees engage in new learning processes by determining which readiness factors
influence learning. This understanding of readiness factors could be beneficial when designing,
implementing, and evaluating organizational training and education programs.
Employees were grouped according to their employment level within the firm.
Managerial employees included employees at the lead associate, senior associate, and principal
levels. Nonmanagerial employees included employees at the consultant, senior consultant, and
associate employment levels.
Participants received information about the purpose of the study and a declaration that
participation was voluntary and anonymous (See Appendix B). Participants received the survey
through employee social media.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The following research questions and hypotheses were posed to address the stated
research problem in the proposed study:
1. To what degree do study participants perceive themselves as possessing a general
mindset of readiness for change within the organization?
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H0 1: The degree to which study participants perceive themselves as possessing a general
mindset of readiness for change within the organization will not be manifested at a statistically
significant level.
2. To what degree do study participants’ perceptions regarding readiness for change
differ between managerial and nonmanagerial employees within the organization?
Ha 2: Managerial groups will report a higher level of engagement in organizational
planning.
3. Which factors are most related and predictive of managerial and nonmanagerial
employee readiness for change within the organization?
Ha 3: Personal mindset, trust, and respect will emerge as important factors of readiness
across both managerial and nonmanagerial groups.
Data Analyses
Preliminary Analyses
Prior to the analysis of research questions posed in the study, preliminary analyses were
conducted. Specifically, missing data, internal consistency (e.g., reliability) of participant
response, and essential demographic information were addressed analytically. Missing data were
analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistical techniques. Frequency counts and
percentages were utilized for illustrative and comparative purposes. The randomness of missing
data was assessed using Little’s MCAR test statistic. An MCAR value of p > .05 was considered
indicative of sufficient randomness of missing data. A level of missing data beyond 5%
represented a possible threshold for consideration of the use of imputation procedures (e.g.,
expectancy maximization, multiple imputations of data). Internal reliability of participant
response to the survey instrument was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. The statistical
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significance was evaluated through the application of an F test. F values of p < .05 were
considered statistically significant.
Data Analysis by Research Questions
The study’s proposed research questions were addressed broadly using a variety of
descriptive, associative, predictive, and inferential statistical techniques. Frequency counts, mean
scores, and standard deviation represented the primary descriptive statistical techniques used in
the three research questions.
Research Question 1
Both descriptive and inferential statistical techniques were utilized to address Research
Question 1. The mean score and standard deviation of the LEI2 survey factors comparing
manager and nonmanager change readiness Likert-scale scores constituted the primary means of
descriptive statistical analyses. In Research Question 1, descriptive statistic tests were used to
gather the overall item scores. Additionally, the one sample t test was used to assess the
statistical significance of participant response in the first portion of the question. In the event that
the dependent variable of respective questions violated the assumption of normality, the
nonparametric alternative to the one sample t test, the one sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov
test was used. The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance of
finding. Cohen’s d was used to assess the magnitude of effect. Cohen’s
parameters of interpretation of effect sizes were employed for comparative purposes.
Research Question 2
In Research Question 2, a two-tailed independent sample t test was conducted to examine
whether the mean of overall score was significantly different between the manager or supervisor
of other employees and nonmanagerial or not-a-supervisor categories of current role.
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A Shapiro-Wilk test was conducted to determine whether overall score could have been
produced by a normal distribution (Razali & Wah, 2011). The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test
were not significant based on an alpha value of 0.05, W = 0.98, p = .295. This result suggested
the possibility that overall score produced by a normal distribution cannot be ruled out,
indicating the normality assumption was met.
Levene’s test was conducted to assess whether the variance of overall score was equal
between the categories of the current role. The result of Levene's test for overall score was not
significant based on an alpha value of 0.05, F(1, 64) = 0.82, p = .370. This result suggested it
was possible that the variance of overall score was equal for each category of manager or
nonmanager, indicating the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met. The alpha level of
p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance of finding in the comparison.
Cohen’s d was used to assess the magnitude of effect. Cohen’s parameters of interpretation of
effect sizes was employed for comparative purposes.
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 was associative and predictive in nature, utilizing multiple
independent predictor variables. As such, descriptive statistics from the first question were
reviewed looking at all dependent variable factors in relationship to the overall score and a
Pearson correlation analysis was conducted among three main factors: (a) maintaining a positive
mindset, (b) leaders cultivating trust, and (d) cultivating respect. Cohen's standard was used to
evaluate the strength of the relationships, where coefficients between .10 and .29 represented a
small effect size, coefficients between .30 and .49 represented a moderate effect size, and
coefficients above .50 indicated a large effect size (Cohen, 1988).
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Limitations
The data collected was specific to a random sample of employees at the managerial and
nonmanagerial levels in only one organization. Further study involving multiple organizations
would be beneficial in determining if there are patterns that exist regarding readiness for change
for employees at the managerial and nonmanagerial levels on a much wider scale. It would also
be intriguing to determine if the factors of readiness were similar across a variety of industries
and organizations in both for-profit and nonprofit organizations. Although the results of this
study may prove useful for designing a readiness for change strategy in this particular
organization, further research is needed to determine if factors of readiness are consistent for
managerial and nonmanagerial employees on a larger scale. Because personnel and
organizational dynamics in any organization change over time, further research in the same
organization would also be useful to see if the same factors are dominant over time.
Definition of Key Terms
The following words and phrases are key terms for the study.
•

change management: According to the Association of Change Management
Professionals (ACMP), change management is the “practice of applying a structured
approach to transition an organization from a current state to a future state to achieve
expected benefits” (ACMP, n.d., para. 1). The ACMP further explained that change
management integrates several disciplines such as “strategic planning, project
management, organizational developments and process improvement” (ACMP, n.d.,
para. 1).

•

organizational readiness: Organizational readiness is generally defined as the
perceived degree of readiness for change in an organization. It can be applied to both
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an individual’s sentiments about readiness for change and to the entire organization.
Weiner (2009) further explained that organizational readiness “refers to
organizational members' shared resolve to implement a change (change commitment)
and shared belief in their collective capability to do so (change efficacy)” (p. 1).
•

managerial employees: For the purpose of this study, managerial employees refer to
the supervisory employees in the subject organization at the lead associate level and
above.

•

nonmanagerial employees: Nonmanagerial employees refers to those employees at
the associate level and below. Although some nonmanagerial employees supervise
and train to some degree, managerial employees have an entire team of employees
that they manage at any given time.
Summary

Change management is a growing field of knowledge in many professional organizations
(e.g., Prosci, Lean/Six Sigma, ACMP) attempting to redefine, perfect, and standardize the
change management process. The research presented in this study reflects real organizational
challenges in an applied field of organizational performance and leadership. Assessing
organizational readiness is typically one of the first steps toward implementing change, although
attempts to understand organizational readiness are ongoing. User-friendly tools for assessing
readiness for change are a valuable resource for those individuals charged with leading
innovation and change within their organizations. There are currently several organizational
readiness instruments being used in public and private enterprises; however, further
understanding of organizational readiness remains limited, thereby warranting further
examination. The data that was collected from this study will be used to further contribute to
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existing research on organizational readiness, particularly in understanding the similarities and
differences in perceived factors of organizational readiness among managerial and
nonmanagerial groups.
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II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Organizational change plays an integral role in the life and composition of an
organization. However, as noted by Vakola (2013), about 70% of significant organizational
change initiatives often result in failure. Existing theoretical and empirical evidence has
suggested that an organization's readiness to change plays a critical role in ensuring its success in
a variety of aspects. Initiating and managing organizational change can be challenging, both to
managers and nonmanagers of varying scales, mainly when people are to manage the change
processes, tools, and techniques to ensure positive business outcomes. It is imperative to note
that readiness for organizational change primarily reflects how an organization’s employees
embrace or resist a given change and how they perceive the process.
Factors Influencing Employees’ Readiness for Change
Change has become virtually inevitable in contemporary organizations due to the
continually evolving nature of the operating environment. However, employee resistance to
change is not a new concept as it has been experienced across history, resulting in the
development of various theories as researchers have striven to explore diverse attributes of
change in relation to the personality and behavior of workers. Additionally, the design of
different models to facilitate understanding of the underlying motives behind resistance to
change has enabled theorists to come up with different perspectives of change acceptance and
rejection, depending on the strategies that organizations adopt to plan and execute new policies.
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The perceptions of employees toward change can be influenced by a wide range of
factors. Perceptions may depend on the relationship between employees’ cognitive structures and
their embrace of or resistance to change, as their attitude and behavioral or cognitive reaction
towards a planned change in the organization might significantly influence the success of the
change process (Bovey & Hede, 2001). Bovey and Hede (2001) conducted a study in nine
organizations that were experiencing major change, in which they discovered a positive
correlation between five maladaptive defense mechanisms (e.g., projection, acting out, isolation
of effect, dissociation, and denial) and behavioral intention to resist change. The researchers
further concluded that organizations should impart equal attention to human factors related to
change resistance as opposed to focusing only on the technical aspects of change.
Employee perceptions might change based on their cognitive structures, as well as their
resistance or embracement of change. Additionally, employees’ cognitive reactions toward
planned change or behavior and attitude can significantly affect the success of the process of
organizational change (Bovey & Hede, 2001). The desired change can hardly be achieved
without personal transformation, which relates to the modification of the behavioral and
cognitive structures as well as to employees’ attitudes toward the change. Organizational leaders
and managers must adopt effective psychological theories to enhance change management in
their entities. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, Lewin’s three-step model, and Carnall’s change
management model are among the numerous relevant psychological theories. Those theories
have been developed to improve the capability of managers to understand and predict
employees’ reactions to planned organizational change and to utilize appropriate behavior
management techniques to foster change buy-in. According to Erkal and Kebapci (2009), the
measurement of the readiness of employees to accept change depends on the behavioral
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approaches that managers use to influence employee reactions, attitudes, and behavior. The
analysis of factors that hinder the acceptance of the organizational change has been conducted in
the human resource management literature from diverse perspectives. Empirical studies in which
researchers explored the dimensions of organizational change in relation to cognitive structure
and behavior management have identified behavioral theories as central to the success of the
change process. Workers can accept or resist change depending on the available behavioral
change theories that managers use to prepare for the introduction of change.
Employee attitudes concerning organizational change are impacted by the available
information, past experiences, and their cognitive process. One of the primary factors that must
be taken into account when analyzing the concept of change and how ready employees are to
embrace it is change management (Erkal & Kebapci, 2009). Studies have indicated that the way
workers perceive the integrity, benevolence, and competence of managers is instrumental in
determining their attitude and behavior toward the planned change. Grama and Todericiu (2016)
postulated that the emotional response of workers to the proposed change is essential in
understanding and predicting the likelihood of the failure or success of the efforts for change.
Consequently, leaders and managers must utilize appropriate models of diagnosis to
assess the possibility of successful change implementation using the outcomes of behavioral
analysis. Resistance to change constitutes a significant hindrance to organizational growth
because it involves compromising the enforcement of new policies, structures, and strategies that
are meant to drive the organizations toward the attainment of specific growth objectives. For this
reason, leaders and managers should continuously explore effective methodologies for analyzing
the primary forces that impact the readiness of employees for organizational change and plan
accordingly.
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Relationship Between Employees’ Perceptions and Organizational Change
According to Vakola (2013), employees’ beliefs, attitudes, and intentions have a
significant influence on their readiness for change in their organization. The level of readiness
for change among employees may vary based on their perception of the balance between costs
and benefits associated with the maintenance of behavior and the proposed change (Vakola,
2014). Research has shown that employees' perceptions about the impact a change will have in
their organization determines their readiness for the change. Vakola (2014) examined this
concept by gathering quantitative data using questionnaires from 183 randomly sampled
employees of a technology company in Greece. The company was in the process of
implementing a restructuring change program during the time of the study. The findings
indicated that the relationship between the prechange conditions, employees’ work attitudes, and
their readiness for change was influenced by the way the employees perceived the impact of the
planned change (Vakola, 2014). The implications of Vakola’s (2014) study is that employees
with positive perceptions about the intended organizational change are likely to experience high
levels of readiness for the change.
Like Vakola (2014), Jones et al. (2008) studied employee perceptions of organizational
change and suggested that change agents should consider the needs of different departmental
groups to achieve productive and successful organizational change. Jones et al. (2008) examined
the influence of organizational level on employees' perceptions and reactions to a complex
organizational change involving proposed workforce redesign, downsizing, and a physical move
to a new hospital. Participants included executives, supervisory and nonsupervisory staff in a
major tertiary hospital. Recorded in‐depth interviews were conducted with 61 employees about
the positive and negative aspects of the change. A total of 12 themes were identified from
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content-coding, including emotional responses and attitudes toward the change, issues about the
management of the change process, and change outcomes. Supervisory and nonsupervisory staff
referred to conflict and divisions more often than executives, and they also expressed more
negative attitudes toward the change. Executives and supervisory staff focused more on planning
challenges and potential outcomes of the change than did the nonsupervisory team. Finally,
compared to other staff, executives focused more on participation in the change process and
communication about the change process. In this study, Jones et al. (2008) examined the
organizational change at a one-time point in one organization.
Jones et al. (2008) showed perceptions of the change may alter over time, and other
identities like professional identity may influence opinions. These findings suggested that change
agents should consider the needs of different organizational groups to achieve effective and
successful organizational change. This study clearly showed the impact of the corporate level,
identifying similarities and differences in perceptions of change across levels.
Weber and Weber (2001) examined the factors that impacted employee attitudes toward
change, trust, and perceptions of supervisory support. Perceptions of readiness of the
organization and improvement were considered as well. Weber emphasized that the change
process was significant, as well as organizational change. Overall, the factors of feedback,
autonomy, employee participation, and goal clarity were variable and had the most impact
according to the survey. Eighty-eight members of a U.S. Fire Department were asked about their
perceptions related to organizational change, readiness, and trust before a new chief executive
took up the post. Six months after the chief arrived, the same 88 employees were surveyed again
to see if there were any changes related to employee perception, attitude, and trust.
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The results of the two surveys were compared and contrasted. Weber and Weber’s (2001)
findings showed positive differences. For example, 6 months into the change initiative,
employees reported that their perceptions of supervisory support for improvement and
organizational readiness for change had increased significantly, including trust. Feedback,
employee participation, goal clarity, and autonomy contributed to positive perceptions regarding
departmental change, confidence, and organizational readiness. The research suggested that
employees' support for change grew as they became more familiar with their new leader, and the
practices that were implemented were embraced due to trust and readiness for change (Weber &
Weber, 2001).
Austin et al. (2020) conducted a qualitative study on readiness for change among
frontline health care providers and middle managers. Researchers examined factors of readiness:
discrepancy, valence, appropriateness, efficacy, fairness, and trust in management (Rafferty et
al., 2013). A total of 18 frontline employees and managers participated in the study. Data for this
study were collected through a combination of purposeful and convenience sampling from
meeting observations, documents, and semistructured interviews with both middle level
managers and frontline providers. These participants were experiencing organizational change
through the implementation of both Senior Care and Health Links programs aimed at providing
seniors with underlying health conditions access to primary care, education, and social care. The
Senior Care program was a community-based, care program offered to frail seniors, ages 65 and
over and their caregivers with the goals of helping patients to remain healthy, improve
independent living, and avoid costly and unnecessary visits to emergency rooms. The Health
Links program linked patients of all ages with complex health conditions, their health care
providers, and their caregivers using a coordinated health care plan, which outlined the contact
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information, roles, and responsibilities of each person. The goal of this program was to improve
care for the top 5% of health care system users (Austin et al., 2020).
Interview and meeting notes were coded and analyzed based on the five readiness factors,
followed by the interview questions. With regard to discrepancy, both middle managers and
frontline employees noted dissatisfaction in the current state of the Senior Care Program,
particularly in terms of the appropriateness of its offerings for patients with multiple, complex
health conditions. Results further indicated that frontline providers valued benefits for patients,
whereas managers attached value to systems benefits as a result of suggested change.
Researchers noted that although existing research focused more on individual perceived benefit
of change (Armenakis et al., 1993), this particular study contributed to the literature of valence as
a contributing factor to readiness beyond perceived individual benefit. Results indicated that
among this sample, higher self-efficacy led to a greater likelihood for participation in a change
initiative. A noteworthy impact of self-efficacy for training generated from the research
suggested that participants preferred informal, experiential training over more formalized
training. For instructional designers and training developers, this would be useful information, as
it reinforces the need to provide realistic, contextually-based training that allows for the different
types of situations that employees may encounter on the job.
Traditional literature highlighted principal support from management (Armenakis &
Harris, 2002; Rafferty et al., 2013) as a factor of readiness for change; however, researchers in
this study cited trust in management as a better indicator of individual readiness because it points
to the perceptions held by the individual, rather than to support by someone else (Austin et al.,
2020). Both frontline health care providers and middle managers noted a lack of trust in
management. Frontline providers showed trust in local managers, but not in more distant

24

management. Middle managers similarly experienced a lack of trust in more senior level
management at the lead site and above. Further research on how manager ambivalence impacts
employee readiness was suggested.
An important impact of this research is that it highlighted the readiness of middle
management for change. A limitation of the study was that the sample of 18 participants was too
small to draw a conclusion about readiness as a whole. An additional limitation was that it only
compared responses from frontline workers and middle level managers as opposed to senior
management. Studying perceptions about readiness for change among managers and employees
at all levels in the organization with regard to the same aforementioned factors of readiness may
elicit different results.
When Employees Understand the Change, They Embrace It
The fear of the unknown is within everyone and affects people in multiple ways.
Additionally, the organizational change process can affect both the organization and its
employees unpredictably. For instance, changes can be costly for an organization in terms of
wasted financial resources, reduced employee performance, and an increased rate of employee
turnover. Employees cannot trust what they do not know. They must understand the details of the
change and the benefits to the organization. Further, employees must understand both the
benefits to adopting the change as well as the risks of not adopting the change. Therefore,
organizational leaders must ensure that employees are made fully aware of what the change
entails, its benefits, and its risks so that the development and implementation of their change
initiatives are successful. Weeks et al. (2004) posited that to do so, organizations must develop a
better understanding of the factors that contribute to the success or failure of an organizational
change. In their study, Weeks et al. (2004) examined the relationships between perceptions of
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individual employees’ fear of change and organizations’ readiness for change and how the two
related to the employee’s performance. The researchers gathered the necessary quantitative data
from 343 sales managers of various industries. The results of the study indicated that a
significant positive association existed between the managers’ perceptions of their organizations'
readiness for change and their job performance (Weeks et al., 2004). The relationship between
the perceived organizational readiness for change and the job performance of the participating
sales managers was enhanced when the managers’ fear of change was considered. The managers'
fear of change and organizational readiness for change were, therefore, essential determinant
factors for successful organizational change. Consequently, it is critically important to ensure
that the recipients of the desired change are ready for the development and implementation of
change initiatives in an organization. Also, creating a climate of trust between the management
and employees not only fosters positive communication in the organization but also influences
the employees’ readiness for organizational change (Vakola, 2014). According to Vakola (2014),
satisfied employees are more likely to be ready for organizational change because they perceive
the change as beneficial and hence embrace it willingly.
Levels of Readiness and Their Impact on Organizational Change Acceptance
Different levels of readiness for change exist within an organization, and these levels
impact the success of the organizational change differently. Three primary levels of readiness
within the organization include the microindividual level, meso-group level, and macroorganizational level (Vakola, 2013). Macrolevel readiness refers to the ability of an organization
to implement the desired change. The meso-level relates to the capacity and decision of a group
within the organization to support the development and implementation of the desired
organizational change. Lastly, microreadiness refers to how individuals perceive the desired
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organizational change within the organization (Vakola, 2013). Individual readiness to change is a
concept that entails personal attributes such as confidence and self-efficacy (e.g., abilities).
Perceived organizational readiness, on the other hand, refers to the confidence that individual
employees have in the capacity of their organization to manage the desired change. The actual
organizational readiness for change refers to the ability of the organization to implement the
desired change (Vakola, 2013). This multifaceted formulation of readiness reflects a combination
of factors that influence the change recipients’ support for and participation in the desired
organizational change process. For instance, an individual employee is more likely to support
and engage in the change process if they feel ready to do so and have confidence in their ability
to succeed (Vakola, 2013). Vakola (2013) added that an individual employee who perceives his
or her organization to be ready and capable of implementing the desired change is more likely to
be ready to support and participate in the change process. An individual employee’s perception
of his or her environment or meso-group as supportive of an organizational change initiative is
also an essential determinant factor for the employee’s support for and participation in the
change initiative (Vakola, 2013). On the other hand, an employee’s resistance to an
organizational change initiative is likely to occur when the initiative is perceived as lacking the
support of group norms and expectations. Creating a multilevel readiness for organizational
change is thus essential for establishing successful change processes within the organization
(Vakola, 2013).
Existing theoretical and empirical evidence has suggested that organizations seeking to
develop and implement successful organizational change initiatives must effectively address the
concept of individual readiness. According to Vakola (2013), an individual employee's readiness
for change plays a critical role in the successes of organizational change initiatives because
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organizations can only realize the desired change through their members. Most of the collective
activities undertaken in an organizational setting are often the result of integrated activities
conducted by the individual members of the organization. Change recipients’ readiness and
willingness to support the desired organizational change initiative is, therefore, critical for the
success of the initiative.
Individual Readiness for Change From a Psychological Standpoint
Vakola (2013) argued that individual readiness for organizational change is a malleable
trait that is significantly influenced by psychological predispositions and the organizational
context within which the desired change occurs. It is imperative to note that the malleability of
the self is a psychological and situational function. From a psychological standpoint, an
individual's self is influenced by their personality and the situation in which they exist (Vakola,
2013).
The malleability of self is a highly dynamic attribute. For instance, a specific set of an
individual's traits must be activated for the individual to accept and perform a particular role in a
given situation. Research has shown that an individual's dispositional characteristics such as
openness to change, self-efficacy, and self-esteem can influence their positive attitude toward
organizational change (Oreg et al., 2011).
Other dispositional attributes associated with positive attitudes to organizational change
include positive affectivity and local control (Judge et al., 1999). In their study, Judge et al.
(1999) examined how personality characteristics influence perceptions regarding the need for
change, ability to cope with changes, and self-perceptions about being change initiators among
514 managerial employees in six organizations that were undergoing significant organizational
change. The researchers used a combination of survey responses and employee evaluations in the
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study and combined personality traits to create two factors: the positive self-concept factor and
the risk tolerance factor. Factors comprising the positive self-concept factor included locus of
control, generalized self-efficacy, positive affectivity, and self-esteem. The risk tolerance factor
included tolerance for ambiguity, openness to experience, and risk aversion. Results indicated
that both positive self-concept and risk tolerance were predictors of the managers’ ability to cope
with change. A noteworthy limitation of this study was that 91% of the survey respondents were
male. It would be beneficial to see whether a more diverse gender sample of managerial
employees would produce similar results, especially given the likelihood that there are more
female managers in organizations today than there were more than 20 years ago when this study
was conducted.
Wanberg and Banas (2000) examined employee openness to changes implemented as a
result of an extensive reorganization of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s public housing programs. The researchers evaluated individual differences
variables (e.g., self-esteem, perceived control, and optimism) and context-specific variables (e.g.,
change information, participation, change-specific self-efficacy, social support, and perceived
impact) as predictors of employee openness to change (Wanber & Banas, 2000). Members of the
National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials were surveyed three times over
14 months. Researchers found that self-esteem, perceived control, and optimism were predictive
of employees’ willingness to accept change. Wanber and Banas (2000) also reported a positive
relationship between change acceptance and change-related self-efficacy, noting that employees
who had adequate training in change-related situations may have felt more confident about
changes. This information has been of particular interest to designers of organizational learning
programs.
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The Influence of Past Experiences in Employee Readiness
According to Vakola (2013), the above dispositional characteristics can be activated
before a change process or evoked by an individual's past experiences. For example, an
individual's experience with an earlier change initiative by the organization may influence their
readiness for another change initiative. Questions of how respected the employees felt during the
first change, how much importance they were given, how much of a say they had in the change,
and whether or not their convenience was considered were of prime importance. The social
situation of an individual, such as the organizational context, can also activate their dispositional
attributes, hence influencing their readiness. According to Vakola (2013), low levels of trust, the
perceived impact of organizational change initiatives, and high or low organizational
commitment are some of the situational characteristics that can shape an individual’s
dispositional characteristics. The characteristics can also provide individual employees with an
opportunity to participate in the planning and implementation of the desired change in the
organization (Vakola, 2013). An individual is, therefore, considered to be ready for an
organizational change initiative when they exhibit a proactive and positive attitude towards the
initiative.
The Role of Managers in Leading towards Change With Trust
Trust between an organization’s employees and management is critical for ensuring
readiness for organizational change initiatives. Organizational commitment and trust in
management are essential aspects of the social exchange process. Research has shown that an
organization’s commitment to its employees can have a positive influence on the employees’
readiness for organizational change. For example, Samaranayake (2017) investigated the
relationships among organizational commitment, peer and management trust, and the readiness
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of employees for organizational change. Samaranayake also examined the mediating effects of
social and demographic factors of age, gender, and work experience on these relationships.
Through a cross-sectional question-based survey, Samaranayake collected the necessary
quantitative data for 185 randomly sampled employees from export-oriented organizations in Sri
Lanka. The results indicated that a significant positive relationship existed between
organizational commitment and employee readiness for organizational change. Similarly, a
significant positive association was found to exist between the employees’ trust in their peers and
the management and readiness for organizational change. Age, gender, and work experience
were also found to have a significant effect on employees’ trust in peers and management and
their readiness for change initiatives in the organization. The findings emphasized the need for
organizations to demonstrate their commitment to their employees by valuing their contributions
and well-being. Moreover, the results suggested that social and demographic factors play an
influential role in developing and maintaining employee-management trust necessary for
increased levels of change readiness.
Weber and Weber (2001) explored the changes in employee perceptions in the course of
the organizational change process. Notably, the researchers explored employee trust in
management and their perceptions of supervisory support for improvement during a planned
organizational change initiative. In addition to that, they investigated the employees’ perceptions
of organizational readiness for change. Time-series data collected before and after the
implementation of the desired change initiative were analyzed, and results indicated that
supervisory support for improvement and perceived organizational readiness for change
positively influenced the employees’ readiness for the planned change. Trust in the management
was also found to have a significant positive influence on employees’ readiness for
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organizational change. According to Weber and Weber, having clear goals for planned
organizational change increases employees’ readiness for the desired organizational change
initiative. The employees are more likely to exhibit a high level of readiness for change if they
are allowed to participate in planning and implementing the desired change in their
organizations. This makes it important for an organization to ensure active employee
participation in the initiative, as it helps instill feelings of self-worth, value, and significance in
employees. The findings by Weber and Weber were thus in keeping with the assertion by Vakola
(2014) that creating a climate of trust between employees and the management increases the
former’s readiness for organizational change. Together these findings reinforced the significance
of encouraging employees to actively participate in the planning and implementation of the
desired change initiative.
Failure of Communication is a Failure in Readiness
Given the significance of the concept of readiness in ensuring successful organizational
change initiatives, understanding related to and predictive of readiness and unreadiness for
change is of the essence. In their study, Cinite et al. (2009) developed a model for measuring
perceived organizational readiness and unreadiness for change. The model was developed using
the act of frequency approach. The researchers drew their data sample from five organizations
sampled from the Canadian public sector. They established that perceived organizational
readiness for change could be conceptualized using three subconstructs: commitment of senior
managers to the change, competence of change agents, and support of the immediate manager.
Perceived readiness for organizational change is positively influenced by the senior manager’s
commitment to the planned change.
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According to Cinite et al. (2009), the competence of change agents acts as an essential
determinant of perceived readiness for organizational change. Perceived readiness for change is
positively influenced by the immediate manager’s support. Cinite et al. concluded that perceived
unreadiness for organizational change was a function of poor communication of the planned
change and adverse impact of the change on work.
In a study on factors impacting organizational change success, Applebaum et al. (2017)
utilized a three-step research process involving a literature review, as well as survey and
interview field research with employees in a newly formed subsidiary of an investment firm. The
researchers examined both team communication and managerial communication and found that
employee commitment to change could be improved through both formal and informal
communication, among other factors including reinforcing transformational leadership and
building adaptive organizational systems during the change process.
The above findings (Cinite et al. 2009; Applebaum et al., 2017) imply that organizations
need to communicate the planned change initiative to change agents more clearly. The desired
organizational change does not necessarily have to impact work negatively. Similarly, there is a
need for senior managers to demonstrate a commitment to change initiatives in their
organizations. Change agents should possess the requisite competence for planning and
implementing the desired organizational change.
Employees Support Change if the Environment is Supportive
Research has also shown that organizational leadership and other organizational and
contextual factors like the work environment can affect employees’ readiness for organizational
change initiatives. For example, Treuer et al. (2018) examined the effect of leadership and the
organizational climate on organizational change readiness in the aged care sector. The necessary
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data were collected from 225 randomly sampled staff working in 21 residential aged care
facilities. The study established that employees in organizations with transformational leadership
perceived their organizations and themselves to be ready for change. Besides, the employees’
readiness for organizational change was found to be predicted by other organizational climate
variables such as innovation and work pressure (Treuer et al., 2018). The findings, therefore,
suggested the need for appropriate organizational leadership and a supportive work environment
in influencing employees' readiness for organizational change initiatives. Organizations seeking
to implement successful change initiatives should thus invest in positive leadership and work
cultures.
Perceived organizational support is critical for enhancing readiness for organizational
change initiatives. From a social exchange theory, the commitment that employees have to their
organizations is significantly influenced by their perceptions of the organization’s commitment
to the employees: what amounts to simple reciprocation. This is why successful organizations
emphasize maintaining a positive work culture in which leaders value and engage employees and
offer generous benefits.
The social exchange process is emphasized by both organizational support theory and
psychological contract theory (Aselage & Eisenberger, 2003). Theorists who take the social
exchange view that emphasizes organizational support for employees are corroborated by
existing empirical evidence. For instance, Eisenberger et al. (1986) conducted a survey to
investigate perceived organizational support. The survey involved 361 employees and 71 high
school teachers. The employees included postal clerks, manufacturing firm workers, and
employees from a financial trust company. The researchers used an exchange-ideology
questionnaire to measure the participating teachers’ belief that their work effort should depend
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on how they are treated by their organizations. Employees with strong exchange ideology
demonstrated readiness to commit to the achievement of their assigned organizational tasks and
meeting organizational goals. Organizational leaders, therefore, should value the contributions
and well-being of their employees to increase their readiness for organizational change.
Perceived organizational support plays a critical role in influencing individual
employees’ readiness for change initiatives in their organizations. In a recent study, Gigliotti et
al. (2019) examined the role played by perceived organizational support (POS) in influencing
change readiness among individual employees. Drawing from the social exchange theory, the
researchers tested the hypothesis that an association existed between POS and individual change
readiness via organizational trust. The necessary data were collected from 154 randomly sampled
employees of a restaurant chain that was undergoing restructuring and introducing new
leadership. The results indicated that perceived organizational support had a direct positive
influence on employee change readiness. Also, POS was found to have an indirect effect on
employees’ change readiness as manifested through an organizational trust. A post hoc analysis
performed by Gigliotti et al. established that a nonlinear relationship existed between POS and
trust. In this regard, the POS–trust relationship was found to be attenuated at higher levels of
POS. The researchers concluded that the POS–trust relationship had a nonlinear indirect impact
on employees’ readiness for change initiatives in their organizations. Therefore, the findings
suggested the need for organizations to improve their employees’ readiness for organizational
change initiatives by supporting them before introducing the initiatives. However, the results also
implied that giving the employees a very high level of organizational support may lead to
diminishing returns for the organization. Organizations should, therefore, ensure that the support
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they give their employees before introducing a change initiative is sufficient to maximize their
readiness for the initiative.
Supervisor support is also crucial for increased readiness for organizational change.
Research has shown that perceived organizational support is influenced by perceived supervisor
support (PSS). For instance, Eisenberger et al. (2002) investigated the relationship between
employees’ PSS, POS, and employee turnover using employees from a wide range of
organizations. The results of the study indicated that PSS occasioned a positive temporal change
on the employees’ POS. The results showed that the perceived status of the supervisor positively
influenced the relationship between PSS and POS. Moreover, the study showed that POS had a
mediating effect on a negative correlation between PSS and employee turnover. The findings of
the study thus suggested that supervisors and their status in the organization can significantly
help improve employees’ readiness for change initiatives in the organization.
Organizational support also played an essential role in the establishment and maintenance
of a positive relationship between the employers and the employees. The association was shown
to be critical for increased levels of employee readiness for organizational change. According to
Aselage and Eisenberger (2003), employees’ perceived organizational support and psychological
contracts were interdependent variables. The POS–psychological contract relationship had a
significant influence on organizational change readiness. Organizations thus must embrace the
social exchange process because it has proved to have a positive impact on employees’ readiness
to support and participate in the implementation of organizational change initiatives.
New Initiative Changes in Relation to Organizational Readiness
Employees must have a clear understanding about the details of a change initiative;
however, employees must also have a belief that the change will work. Previous experiences
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with successful change initiatives or conversely, unsuccessful changes, will undoubtedly affect
employee beliefs as to whether new change initiatives in an organization will be successful. Even
when leadership presents the strongest sense of urgency regarding a change, past experiences
regarding how changes were communicated and managed can affect the manner in which
employees perceive new changes. Moreover, employees’ confidence in the overall efficacy of an
organization will affect their attitudes about change. Frequent changes or poorly executed
changes also affect how employees perceive change. Johnson (2016) conducted a study on
employees’ emotional exhaustion, cognitive uncertainty about change, and behavioral support
for change among a random sample of employees in two public health care institutions to further
contribute to research on change excessiveness as a critical aspect of change management. He
proposed a 3-dimensional approach to excessive change to include (a) change frequency, (b)
change impact, and (c) extent of change. Johnson discovered a positive correlation between all
three factors and both cognitive uncertainty and emotional exhaustion. On the other hand,
Johnson (2016) found a negative relationship between behavioral support for change and the
three factors. An implication of this study for organizations was that it is important to conduct
regular pulse checks throughout the change process to successfully gauge the effect that changes
have on employees and to provide additional support and reassurance when needed. Following a
deliberate and systematic change process in which employees understand the need for change
and feel supported throughout the change will likely lead to greater levels of efficacy and
appropriateness (Armenakis et al., 1999).
Research has also pointed to the role of change implementation time in relation to the
existing workload of employees as a factor in determining organizational readiness for change.
Even when employees believe that a change is necessary, they must have time to plan,
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implement, and determine its effectiveness. When employees are asked to implement major
organizational changes with no reduction to their existing workload, their readiness for change
will be affected. Further, a lack of clear roles and responsibilities can affect employee
commitment to change and the effectiveness of the change itself. Chênevert et al. (2019)
explored the role of stressors, including role ambiguity, role conflict, and role overload on
change readiness by collecting and analyzing data from health care workers in a Canadian
hospital experiencing substantial organizational change. The researchers discovered a significant
negative relationship between change readiness in the areas of role ambiguity and role conflict.
Additionally, role conflict as an aspect of change readiness was shown to have a direct effect on
employee turnover intentions, resulting in higher levels of absenteeism and turnover. Role
overload, however, was not shown to have a statistically significant effect on change readiness.
An important aspect of the research was that Chênevert et al. analyzed stressors and change
readiness at the individual level. New initiative changes that are clearly defined and well
supported before, during, and after the change process may elicit better change readiness.
Leadership Values in Relation to Organizational Readiness
The level to which organizational leaders can clearly align strategies to an organization’s
values and effectively present this to employees may also influence change readiness. This
includes the ability to articulate a clear path ahead through a vision that is strongly aligned with
organizational values. Nordin (2012) surveyed faculty members at a Malaysian higher learning
institute to determine the effects that organizational commitment and leadership behavior have
on organizational readiness. The questionnaire used in the study contained questions on
perceptions about change readiness “based on selected organizational factors such as mission,
vision and goals, structure, people relationship, motivation, support systems, attitude toward
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change and capability, and resources” (p. 241). Results of the study indicated a significant
relationship between leadership behavior and organizational commitment to change readiness.
Additionally, results showed statistically significant positive relationships between both
transformational leadership and organizational readiness and transactional leadership and
readiness for change. What was especially noteworthy about the research was that Nordin
focused on various types of leadership styles, drawing comparisons about the effectiveness of
each as it related to improving change readiness. This research may be useful in developing or
attracting organizational leaders with skills shown to be favorable for creating an environment
conducive to readiness for change.
Haque et al. (2016) conducted a study on the role of vision in organizational readiness for
change and growth, using a sample of business students at a Southern California higher
education institution who were at least partially employed. The results of the study indicated that
the relationship between vision attributes and organizational growth were mediated by perceived
readiness for change. Furthermore, vision content had a direct impact on organizational growth.
Haque et al. concluded that employees who are ready for change will be likely to contribute to
organizational growth. The practical implications for this study include contributing to the
literature surrounding organizational readiness for change, particularly in the areas of
organizational growth and performance and how they relate to perceived readiness for change.
Haque et al. suggested that to create perceived readiness for change, leaders should develop and
commute an inspirational vision through multiple means of communication.
Mindset in Relation to Organizational Readiness
Mindset may impact change readiness at the individual, group, and organizational levels.
Because change can create uncertainty in challenging situations, organizations that are composed
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of individuals with a growth mindset may experience resilience and determination when faced
with change as compared to those with a fixed mindset. Perez (2018) conducted a quantitative
study on the relationship between change readiness and mindset using a sample of lending
professionals employed at a large bank in Colorado. Dweck’s (2000) meaning system theory was
used as the theoretical framework for the study, which is centered around the idea that
individuals develop their own beliefs by constructing meaning from various situations depending
on their experiences. Perez (2018) measured participant responses to surveys using Dweck’s
(2000) self-theories and implicit theories measures, and the Organizational Readiness for Change
Scale developed by Holt et al. (2007). The results of the study indicated through the overall score
that there was no significant relationship between mindset and readiness for change. A limitation
of the study, however, was that it used a convenience sample, and responses may not have been
representative of all lending professionals. Because of this limitation, further research in the area
of mindset and change readiness is needed at the individual, group, and organizational levels to
determine which factors, if any, are most predictive of organizational readiness, along with how
to create a growth mindset within organizations. Examining individual and group mindset and
change readiness across other industries and groups (e.g., managerial and nonmanagerial groups)
can further contribute to the fields of organizational leadership and change management.
Summary
This literature review revealed that organizational change readiness is a multilevel
construct that occurs at the microindividual level, meso-group level, and macro-organizational
level. Leaders who wish to develop and implement successful organizational change initiatives
should thus consider all three levels of readiness. Employees’ readiness for organizational
change is influenced by a wide range of psychological, organizational, contextual, social, and
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demographic factors; additionally, dispositional factors such as self-esteem, self-efficacy, and
openness to change also influence their readiness for change initiatives. The level of employee
participation in the change process, as allowed by the organization, also has a significant
influence on employees’ beliefs and perceptions regarding the level of readiness for the desired
change. Lastly, building and maintaining trust between the employees and leadership is
absolutely essential for enhancing the employees’ readiness for change in their organizations.
This can be achieved with the help of innovative and approachable senior managers, immediate
managers, and supervisors who act like dedicated change agents using transformational
leadership strategies. In a nutshell, the more an organization invests in the satisfaction and wellbeing of its employees, the more likely its employees will be to display readiness for
organizational change.
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III. METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the study was to compare employee perceptions about readiness for
change in one organization. Although extensive research existed on organizational change in
general, it was unclear how perceptions from managers and nonmanagers in relationship to
readiness for change in an organization impacted outcomes. By comparing the relationship
between managers and nonmanager perceptions related to readiness for change, including
consistent messaging, actions, and information sharing, the purpose of the study was to address
an identified gap in the literature and expand upon the knowledge base related to organizational
readiness and preparedness for successful organizational change.
To address the purpose of this study the following research questions were posed:
1. To what degree do study participants perceive themselves as possessing a general
mindset of readiness for change within the organization?
H0 1: The degree to which study participants perceive themselves as possessing a
general mindset of readiness for change within the organization will not be manifested at
a statistically significant level.
Ha1: The degree to which study participants perceive themselves as possessing a
general mindset of readiness for change within the organization will be at a statistically
significant level.
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2. To what degree do study participants’ perceptions regarding readiness for change
differ between managerial and nonmanagerial employees within the organization?
H0 2: Managerial groups will not report a higher level of engagement in
organizational planning and there will be no statistically significant difference.
Ha 2: Managerial groups will report a higher level of engagement in
organizational planning.
3. Which factors are most associated with managerial and nonmanagerial employee
readiness for change within the organization?
Ha 3: Personal mindset, trust, and respect will emerge as the most important
factors of readiness across both managerial and nonmanagerial groups.
Participants and Procedures
This single institution quantitative study was conducted in a global consulting firm. The
participants in this study were managerial and nonmanagerial employees across five functional
service areas (e.g., engineering and science, analytics, management consulting, cyber, and
systems delivery) representing diverse backgrounds of knowledge and skills.
The study’s data were gathered using an existing research instrument. Participants
included in the study were identified as professionals with varying levels of educational
backgrounds, degrees, and experiences. Study participants received an invitation to complete the
University of Central Oklahoma Learning Environment Design through employee social media.
Participants received an explanation about the purpose of the study and a declaration that
participation was voluntary and anonymous. Reminders were sent 14 and 31 days after the initial
invitation was sent. Participants had 8 weeks to finish the survey. It was anticipated that most
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would be able to complete the survey within 10 to 15 min. The survey sample (n = 68) was
representative of the overall participant population.
Instrumentation
The Institute for Learning Environment Design at the University of Central Oklahoma
created the survey instrument that provided the basis for the study’s data collection. According to
researchers at the University of Central Oklahoma Institute for Learning Environment Design
(2018), the LEI2 was created to measure factors of innovation in learning experiences. The
survey consisted of 13 items that assessed employee readiness for change in terms of discrepancy
(e.g., knowledge of the need for change), appropriateness (e.g., belief that the proposed change
will work), efficacy (e.g., confidence in oneself and the organization), principal support (e.g.,
belief that change agents, leaders, and managers will support the change), and valence (e.g.,
perceived personal benefit of the change) (Armenakis, et al., 1999). Based on adapted items from
the LEI2 survey, additional factors such as personal mindset, trust in leadership, respect for
others, and employee involvement in organizational planning were also integrated within the
fabric of the survey.
Instrument Reliability and Validity
Reliability and validity of data produced by research instruments are essential elements in
evaluating the credibility of research findings. Validity refers to the accuracy or correctness of
study data, whereas reliability reflects the consistency of study data. “If scores are not reliable,
they are not valid; scores need to be stable and consistent first before they can be meaningful”
(Creswell, 2005, p. 159). A goal of good research is to have measures that are reliable for the
information to provide credible value (Creswell, 2005).
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Reliability
Reliability refers to the repeatability of findings (McLeod, 2013). This means that if the
study was conducted multiple times over a period of time, results obtained would be the same. If
the 69 results are the same, then the data are reliable (Creswell, 2005). Although the LEI2
employee instrument had been used for quite some time at the University of Central Oklahoma
and was designed to help organizations in educational, nonprofit, and government contexts create
effective learning environments (University of Central Oklahoma Institute for Learning
Environment Design, 2018). Additionally, the expert researcher who designed the survey shared:
The main theory influences are from empirical research on resistance to change,
(Oreg, 2003), general decision-making (Scott & Bruce, 1995), and diffusion of
innovation theory (Rogers, 2003). The learning assumptions aspects are aligned
with theories and literature on learning science research such as information
processing, social–cognitive, behaviorism, and motivation. The items aligned to
the building blocks and contexts draw mostly from empirical literature in their
respective areas. (Dr. Bucky Dodd, Chief Learning Innovation Officer at the
University of Central Oklahoma, personal communication, April 24, 2020)
The conceptual framework of the LEI2 was adapted to address the topic of the current
study. The study’s survey was represented through a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 for
strongly disagree to 5 for strongly agree. The coefficient alpha, according to Creswell (2005), is
appropriate for use in determining the internal consistency of Likert scale surveys suggesting the
employee survey Likert scale was appropriate and reliable for the purposes of the current study.
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Validity
There are two aspects of validity: internal validity and external validity. Internal validity
refers to whether or not the instrument measured what it was supposed to measure, and external
validity refers to the generalizability of the results. A research instrument that produces valid
results should also apply to people beyond the sample in the study (Creswell, 2005). Creswell
(2005) asserted that “validity is the degree to which all the evidence points to the intended
interpretation of test scores for the proposed purpose” (Creswell, 2005, p. 159).
Reliability and Validity of the LEI2
Support for the use of the LEI2 is considerable, particularly as it pertained to the current
study. Dodd (personal communication, April 24, 2020) noted that the LEI2 is “constantly being
developed and refined from a content validity standpoint.” Up until the time of this study, the
instrument had been primarily used “with clients in consulting contexts as opposed to traditional
research contexts” (Dodd, personal communication, April 24, 2020).
Dodd further explained that the Resistance to Change Scale informed many aspects of the
LEI2 (personal communication, April 24, 2020). Although there were no current reliability and
validity coefficients to speak of for the LEI2, it was noted that the work of Oreg (2003) had been
acclaimed in the field of organizational change management, particularly for his work related to
change resistance.
Oreg (2003) examined the reliability and validity of the Resistance to Change Scale
across seven studies with different samples. The results indicated a “four-facet structure to the
disposition: a) routine seeking; b) emotional reaction to imposed change; c) short-term focus;
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and d) cognitive rigidity” (p.690). Further, Oreg explained the structure of the instrument
established in the first study was “validated on two additional, independent samples” (p. 690) in
the second and third studies. Convergent and discriminant validities were established through the
third and fourth studies, and “evidence for the scale’s concurrent and predictive validities” (p.
690) was provided through Studies 5–7. According to Oreg, the scale was “not tailored to
correspond to any specific change,” however; it “predicted resistance behavior across a variety of
settings” which “demonstrates its value in explaining resistances above and beyond any
contextual causes” (p. 690). Oreg further indicated that the subscales of the resistance to change
instrument were applied through different contexts in each of the seven studies, which showed
both validity and the span of its relevance across different situations.
Variables
Independent Variables
The independent variables used in the study were derived from the LEI2 questions on the
adapted design survey that measured the level of employee perception of organizational change
readiness. These variables reflected individual items from the survey. See Appendix A for
specific items and complete survey descriptions.
Dependent Variables
To measure the contribution of the LEI2 and organizational change readiness, the
following scales were represented as dependent variables: (a) historical planning, (b) urgency to
implement new initiatives, (c) new initiatives have positive outcomes (d) understanding change,
(e) leadership presents clear strategy, (f) leaders cultivate trust, (g) leaders cultivate respect, (h)
employees are persistent in work (i) maintain positive mindset (j) intrinsically motivated, (k)
engaged in future planning, (l) enjoy taking on leadership roles (m) satisfied helping others.
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Scales were established by computing the overall mean scores derived from the Likert 5-point
scale. See Appendix A for a full description of variables.
Data Collection
Study data were collected from the surveys and were compiled in a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet from the platform SurveyMonkey. Study data were then saved and imported into the
26th version of IBM’s Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Analysis
The study’s proposed research questions were addressed broadly using a variety of
descriptive, associative, and inferential statistical techniques. Frequency counts, measures of
central tendency, and standard deviation represented the primary descriptive statistical
techniques used in the three research questions.
Research Question 1
In Research Question 2, descriptive statistical techniques were used to gather the overall
item scores. The one sample t test was used to assess the statistical significance of participant
response in the question. The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical
significance of finding. Cohen’s d was used to assess the effect size. Cohen’s parameters of
interpretation of effect sizes were employed for comparative purposes.
Research Question 2
In Research Question 2, a two-tailed t test of independent means was conducted to
examine whether the mean of overall readiness for change score was significantly different
between the managerial and nonmanagerial groups. The assumption of normality of data
distributions was assessed using the Shapiro-Wilk Test (Razali & Wah, 2011). Shapiro-Wilk
values of p > .05 were considered indicative of relative normality of distribution. The assumption
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of homogeneity of variance was evaluated using Levene’s test statistic. Levene’s F values of p >
.05 were considered indicative of the assumption of homogeneity of variances being satisfied.
The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance of finding
in the comparison. Cohen’s d was used to assess the effect size. Cohen’s parameters of
interpretation of effect sizes were employed for comparative purposes.
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 was associative in nature, designed to determine the degree of
mathematical relationship. As such, the Pearson product–moment correlation coefficient was
used for analytic purposes. The coefficient of determination represented the effect size statistical
measure. The alpha level of p < .05 represented the threshold for statistical significance of
finding in the comparison. Cohen’s parameters of interpretation of effect sizes was employed for
comparative purposes.
Summary
Chapter 3 contains the methodology and procedures used to compare manager and
nonmanager employee perceptions about readiness for change. Sample participants,
instrumentation, procedures, and data collection and analysis were also discussed in this chapter.
Chapter 4 provides the results of analyses related to the three research questions and hypotheses
addressed in Chapter 1 of the study.
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IV. RESULTS

Most organizations, leaders, and employees can agree that change is hard and getting
ready to change is usually a challenge. Change is inevitable to ensure the vitality of any
organization. Yet, as many as “70 percent of change programs fail to achieve their goals”
(“Changing Change Management,” 2015, para. 1). The current study was conducted in an
attempt to add to the existing body of knowledge on the topic of readiness for organizational
change.
Three research questions with hypotheses were stated to address the topic and research
problem of the study. The University of Central Oklahoma Institute for Learning Environment
Design created the research instrument, LEI2, that was utilized for study purposes. A 5-point
Likert scale was used to elicit study participant responses to the 13 items represented on the
LEI2. Descriptive, inferential, and associative statistical techniques were used to address both the
foundational preliminary analyses as well as the research questions and hypotheses. The
analyses, interpretations, and reporting of study findings were conducted using IBM’s 26th
version of the SPSS.
Preliminary Findings
Foundational analyses of a preliminary nature were conducted in advance of formal
analyses of the study’s research questions and hypotheses. Missing data, internal reliability,
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demographic identifier information, and descriptive information associated with the study’s
essential data arrays were addressed through descriptive and inferential statistical techniques.
Missing data were analyzed using descriptive statistical techniques of frequencies and
percentages. As a result, the study’s data set was observed to be nearly intact, with only one
missing datum representing 0.11% of the data set. In light of the extremely high completion rate
(99.89%), the use of the MCAR statistical technique and data imputation techniques were not
considered.
The study’s internal reliability was assessed using the Cronbach’s alpha (a) statistical
technique. The overall alpha level, and alpha levels for participant grouping categories of
managerial and nonmanagerial were considered very good to excellent (Field, 2018). A higher
level of internal reliability was manifested in the response of study participants identified as
managers than was the case for those identified as nonmanagers.
Table 1 contains a summary of findings for the evaluation of internal reliability of
participant responses to items on the research instrument.
Table 1
Internal Reliability by Study Participant Category and Total
Category

Items (n)

a

Managerial

13

.87

Nonmanagerial

13

.78

Total

13

.83

The current study was delimited to the consideration of only one demographic identifying
variable. The variable was a binary, categorical variable signifying organizational status as
managerial or nonmanagerial. Slightly over one-third (35.8%; n = 24) were identified as
managerial, with the remaining 64.2% (n = 43) identified as nonmanagerial.
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The magnitude of effect (effect size) for study participant response to survey items on the
study’s research instrument was evaluated using the Cohen’s d statistical technique. Cohen
(1988) and Sawilowsky’s (2009) conventions of interpretation were applied for qualitative
interpretation of respective effect sizes. For study participants identified as managerial, 69.2% (n
= 9) of effect sizes for responses to survey items were considered large or greater (d ≥ .80).
Nearly half (46.2%) manifested either very large or huge effects for study participant response.
The greatest single effect manifested by study participants identified as managerial was d = 6.86
for the 13th survey item, “Satisfaction helping others; adding value.”
For study participants identified as nonmanagerial, 38.5% (n = 5) of effect sizes for
responses to survey items were considered large or greater (d ≥ .80). Nearly one-third (30.7%)
manifested either very large or huge effects for study participant response. The greatest single
effect manifested by study participants identified as nonmanagerial was d = 3.12 for the 13th
survey item, “Satisfaction helping others; adding value.” In all 13 items, the comparison of study
participant effect for response favored the category of managerial participants.
Table 2 contains a summary of finding for the comparisons of study participant response
effect by survey item and category of membership.
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Table 2
Comparison of Effect for Response by Survey Item
Survey item

Managerial

Nonmanagerial

1.28b

.24

A strong sense of urgency accompanies efforts to
implement new initiatives.

.77

.25

New initiatives are likely to lead to positive
outcomes.

.88c

.44

Team members fully understand the nature of the
change ahead when new initiatives are developed.

-.29

-.35

Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation
strategy that aligns with the organization's values.

.86c

.26

Leaders cultivate an environment of trust.

.78

.52

Leaders cultivate an environment of respect.

1.16c

1.03c

I am persistent when I don’t initially succeed.

2.54a

1.87b

I maintain a positive mindset.

1.84b

1.22b

I am intrinsically motivated.

2.48a

1.58b

.43

-.30

I enjoy assuming leadership roles.

1.92b

.66

Satisfaction helping others; adding value.

6.86a

3.12a

New initiatives are consistent with historical
planning.

I feel engaged in my organization’s process of
planning for the future.

a

Huge effect (d ≥ 2.00); bvery large effect (d ≥ 1.20); clarge effect (d ≥ .80).
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Findings by Research Question and Hypothesis
The findings and associated analytic techniques used to address each of the three research
questions posed in the study are presented in the following section. The threshold for statistical
significance of finding was established at the p < .05 level.
Research Question 1
The first research question was: To what degree do study participants perceive
themselves as possessing a general mindset of readiness for change within the organization?
The one sample t test was used to address the statistical significance of study participant
general mindset of readiness for change within the organization. The major assumption of
relative normality of data distribution of the research question’s dependent variable (readiness
for change) was satisfied using the Shapiro-Wilk Test (S-W (67) = 0.98; p =.33).
As a result, and using the scale value of 3 as the null value on the research instrument’s
Likert Scale for comparative purposes, the mean study participant response of 3.75 (SD = 0.55)
was manifested at a statistically significant level (t 66) = 11.27; p < .001). The effect size for study
participant general mindset of readiness for change within the organization was considered very
large at d = 1.36.
H0 1: The degree to which study participants perceive themselves as possessing a general
mindset of readiness for change within the organization will not be manifested at a statistically
significant level.
In light of the statistically significant finding for perceived general mindset of readiness
for change in Research Question 1, the null hypothesis (H0 1) was rejected.
Ha 1. The degree to which study participants perceive themselves as possessing a general
mindset of readiness for change within the organization will be at a statistically significant level.
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In light of the statistically significant finding for perceived general mindset of readiness
for change in Research Question 1, the alternative research hypothesis was retained.
Research Question 2
The second research question was: To what degree do study participants’ perceptions
regarding readiness for change differ between managerial and nonmanagerial employees within
the organization?
The t test of independent means was used to assess the statistical significance of
difference in the mean perceptions of readiness for change between study participants identified
as managerial and nonmanagerial by category. The assumption of equality of variances was
satisfied (Levene F = 0.93; p = .34) as was the assumption of relative normality in the dependent
measures for both data arrays: nonmanagerial (S-W (42) = 0.98; p = .68) and managerial
(Kolmogorov-Smirnov(24) = 0.17; p = .07).
As a result of the analysis, the finding in the comparison for perceived readiness for
change favored the category of study participants identified as managerial (mean difference =
0.36) at a statistically significant level (t 64) 2.72; p = .008). The magnitude of effect in the
difference favoring the managerial category was considered approaching a large effect (d = .69).
Table 3 contains a summary of finding for the comparison of perceived readiness for
change between study participants identified as managerial and nonmanagerial.
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Table 3
Readiness for Change Comparison by Study Participant Category
Category

n

M

SD

t

d

Managerial

24

3.98

0.51

2.72**

.69

Nonmanagerial

42

3.62

0.53

**p < .01 (p = .008).
H0 2: Managerial groups will not report a higher level of readiness for organizational
change than their nonmanagerial study counterparts, and there will be no statistically significant
difference in the comparison.
In light of the statistically significant finding favoring the managerial category of study
participants in the comparison, the null hypothesis for Research Question 2 was rejected.
Ha 2: Managerial groups will report a higher level of readiness for organizational change
than their nonmanagerial study counterparts, and the difference will be manifested at a
statistically significant level.
In light of the statistically significant finding favoring the managerial category of study
participants in the comparison, the alternative research hypothesis for Research Question 2 was
retained.
Research Question 3
Research Question 3 was: Which factors are most related and predictive of managerial
and nonmanagerial employee readiness for change within the organization?
The Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was used to assess the
mathematical relationships between factors of change and overall readiness for organizational
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change by category of study participant. As a result, the factor of change readiness most related
to overall study participant readiness for organizational change was “Leadership presents a clear
and effective innovation strategy that aligns with the organization's values” (r = .56; p < .001).
Table 4 contains a summary of finding for the three factors of change readiness that
reflected the greatest degree of mathematical association with overall study participant
perceptions of readiness for organizational change.
Table 4
Overall Mathematical Relationship: Top Three Change Factors and Overall Readiness for
Change
Rank

Factor

1

Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation strategy that
aligns with the organization's values.

.56***

2

I feel engaged in my organization’s process of planning for the
future.

.43***

3

New initiatives are likely to lead to positive outcomes.

.30**

r

**p = .002. ***p < .001.
Follow-up analyses, disaggregated by study participant category were conducted to
determine the mathematical relationship between factors of readiness for change and overall
study participant perceptions of readiness for organizational change. The factor, “Leadership
presents a clear and effective innovation strategy that aligns with the organization's values”
appeared in the top three factors of change readiness for both managerial participants ranking it
third and nonmanagerial participants ranking it first.
Table 5 contains a summary of finding for the follow-up analyses conducted for Research
Question 3 by category of study participant.
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Table 5
Top Three Correlates: Factors of Change Readiness and Overall Perceptions of Readiness for
Change by Category of Study Participant
Rank

Managerial

Nonmanagerial

1

New initiatives are likely to lead to
positive outcomes.
(r = .83)

Leadership presents a clear and effective
innovation strategy that aligns with the
organization's values.
(r = .79)

2

Leaders cultivate an environment of
trust.
(r = .83)

Leaders cultivate an environment of
respect.
(r = .66)

3

Leadership presents a clear and
effective innovation strategy that
aligns with the organization's values.
(r = .81)

Team members fully understand the nature
of the change ahead when new initiatives
are developed.
(r = .64)

Ha 3: Personal mindset, trust, and respect will emerge as the most important factors of
readiness across both managerial and nonmanagerial groups.
In light of the finding in Research Question 3, the alternative hypothesis was rejected.
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V. DISCUSSION

This study examined factors of readiness for change in response to a gap in the existing
literature on organizational change readiness. The purpose of the study was to compare employee
perceptions about readiness for change among managerial and nonmanagerial employee groups
in one large, global consulting firm. By identifying factors of readiness for change and patterns
that existed between the two groups, significant contributions to the fields of change
management and organizational learning may be made, particularly as these factors relate to
organizational readiness for change. Today’s organizations are continuously challenged with the
need to become more innovative and productive. Therefore, organizational leaders, trainers, and
learning design experts must understand how employee readiness for change contributes to
overall organizational performance to better prepare their employees for the change process.
A convenient, purposive data sample consisting of managerial and nonmanagerial
employees from a global consulting firm was collected. To address the topic and research
problem of the study, three quantitative research questions with hypotheses were posed to
participants regarding perceptions about individual and organizational readiness for change. A 5point Likert scale was used to elicit participant responses to 13 items related to factors of
readiness on the LEI2 (See Appendix A). Descriptive, inferential, and associative techniques
were used to address both the foundational preliminary analyses as well as the research questions
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and hypotheses of the study. The analyses, interpretations, and reporting of study findings were
conducted using IBM’s 26th version of the SPSS.
Discussion of Foundational Analyses
Prior to the analysis of research questions and hypotheses posed in the study, preliminary
foundational analyses were conducted. Specifically, missing data, reliability of participant
responses to the research instrument, essential demographic identifier information, and
descriptive information associated with the essential data arrays in the study were addressed
using descriptive and inferential techniques. Frequency counts and percentages were utilized for
illustrative and comparative purposes throughout the study.
Missing Data
Descriptive and statistical techniques of frequencies and percentages were used to
analyze missing data. With only one missing datum representing 0.11% of the data set, the
study’s data set was observed to be nearly intact. The use of the MCAR statistical technique and
data imputation techniques were not considered due to an extremely high participant completion
rate (99.89%).
Reliability
Internal reliability of participant response to the survey instrument was assessed using
Cronbach's alpha statistical technique. The overall alpha level and alpha levels for participant
grouping categories of managerial and nonmanagerial were considered very good to excellent
(Field, 2018). A higher level of internal reliability was manifested in the response of study
participants identified as managers than was the case for those identified as nonmanagers. The
minimal response of missing data in this study indicated a high level of internal reliability.
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Descriptive Comparisons of Effect
The current study was delimited to the consideration of one binary, categorical variable
signifying organizational status of managerial or nonmanagerial. Slightly over one-third of the
participants (35.8%; n = 24) were identified as managerial, with the remaining 64.2% (n = 43)
identified as nonmanagerial.
The Cohen’s d statistical technique was used to evaluate the effect size for study
participant response to survey items on the study’s research instrument, the LEI2. Cohen (1988)
and Sawilowsky’s (2009) conventions of interpretation were applied for qualitative interpretation
of respective effect sizes. For study participants identified as managerial, 69.2% (n = 9) of effect
sizes for responses to survey items were considered large or greater (d ≥ .80). Nearly half
(46.2%) manifested either very large or huge effects for study participant responses. The greatest
single effect manifested by study participants identified as managerial was d = 6.86 for the
survey item, “Satisfaction helping others; adding value.”
For study participants identified as nonmanagerial, 38.5% (n = 5) of effect sizes for
responses to survey items were considered large or greater (d ≥ .80). Nearly one-third (30.7%)
manifested either very large or huge effects for study participant responses. The comparison of
study participant effect for response favored the category of managerial participants in all 13
items.
The survey item, “Satisfaction helping others; adding value,” showed the greatest single
effect manifested by both study participants identified as nonmanagerial (d = 3.12) and
managerial (d = 6.86). The survey item, “New initiatives are consistent with organizational
planning” manifested a very large effect for study participants identified as managerial (d = 1.28)
but a small effect for nonmanagerial participants (d = .24). Similarly, the survey item,
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“Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation strategy that aligns with the organization’s
values” manifested a large effect (d = .86) but a small effect for study participants identified as
nonmanagerial (d = .26).
Discussion by Research Question
Research Question 1
The first research question was: To what degree do study participants perceive
themselves as possessing a general mindset of readiness for change within the organization?
The results of the study indicated a statistically significant level in which study
participants within the organization perceived themselves as possessing a general mindset of
readiness for change. The magnitude of effect for study participants who identified as both
managerial and nonmanagerial was considered huge or very large, respectively.
The results showed that both managerial and nonmanagerial employees in this particular
organization perceived themselves as having a general mindset of readiness for change. This was
consistent with responses to related survey items about self-efficacy and mindset to include
questions about possessing a positive mindset, intrinsic motivation, persistence, and personal
satisfaction in helping others at the individual level, all of which were considered to have a large,
very large, or huge magnitude of effect.
Because individual employee readiness has been shown to play a critical role in
organizational change initiatives (Vakola, 2013), it followed that employees with a general
mindset about readiness and a positive self-efficacy would be better prepared to implement
successful change initiatives. In fact, a positive self-efficacy with confidence in both oneself and
the organization has been identified as a key factor in fostering change readiness (Armenakis et
al., 1999; Weiner, 2009).
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It was intriguing to note, however, that one recent study involving bank lending
professionals indicated no significant relationship between mindset and readiness for change
(Perez, 2018). Mindset can apply to both individuals and organizations, so there is a need for
further research in this area. For instance, it would be beneficial to study mindset as it applies to
readiness in multiple organizations across both similar and different industries. Consulting firms
and lending institutions may differ in overall employee self-efficacy and general readiness
mindset. This could also contribute to the body of knowledge surrounding systems thinking and
organizational learning (Senge, 1990), particularly as it applies to designing training for the
purpose of implementing change. Because those with a growth mindset believe that their own
qualities can be continuously improved (Dweck, 2006), a collection of individuals with a
mindset of readiness can help shape the change process.
Research Question 2
The second research question was: To what degree do study participants’ perceptions
regarding readiness for change differ between managerial and nonmanagerial employees within
the organization?
The results of the study indicated a perceived readiness favorability for the category of
study participants identified as managerial (mean difference = 0.36) at a statistically significant
level (t 64) 2.72; p = .008). The magnitude of effect in the difference favoring the managerial
category was considered approaching a large effect (d = .69). In examining the results of
individual survey questions, perceived factors of readiness in several areas manifested at a higher
effect for those in the managerial study group over those deemed as nonmanagerial for the
purpose of the study. Across the 13 survey items on readiness, there was a total of nine survey
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items for those in the managerial group that manifested at a large, very large, or huge effect;
across the nonmanagerial participant group, there were only 5.
Because there was limited research on which factors of readiness (e.g., discrepancy,
appropriateness, efficacy, principal support, and valence) (Armenakis et al., 1999; Weiner, 2009)
have been more aligned with managerial and nonmanagerial employees, the degree to which
these results were consistent with the existing literature was unknown. Further research
comparing these identified factors of readiness among managerial and nonmanagerial participant
groups is recommended.
Research Question 3
The third research question was: Which factors are most related and predictive of
managerial and nonmanagerial employee readiness for change within the organization?
The results of the study showed that personal mindset, trust, and respect were not
significantly important factors in both managerial and nonmanagerial participant groups. In fact,
the factor of change readiness most related to overall study participant readiness for
organizational change was “Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation strategy that
aligns with the organization’s values.” The top three items across both managerial and
nonmanagerial participant groups in order were:
1. Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation strategy.
2. I feel engaged in my organization’s process of planning for the future.
3. New initiatives are likely to lead to positive outcomes.
The survey item, “Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation strategy that
aligns with the organization’s values” was the only factor that appeared in the top three factors
for both managerial and the nonmanagerial groups. In the study participant category classified as
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managerial, this factor ranked third, and in the nonmanagerial group, this item ranked first
among factors of perceived readiness across the 13 items in the survey.
Results of the study further indicated a difference in overall perceptions of readiness for
change by study participant categories. In the managerial study group, factors of readiness were
ranked in the following order:
1. New initiatives are likely to lead to positive outcomes.
2. Leaders cultivate an environment of trust.
3. Leadership presents a clear and effective strategy that aligns with the organization’s
values.
In the study group characterized as nonmanagerial, factors of change readiness were
ranked in the following order:
1. Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation strategy that aligns with the
organization’s values.
2. Leaders cultivate an environment of respect.
3. Team members fully understand the nature of the change ahead when new initiatives
are developed.
Although personal mindset, trust, and respect did not emerge as perceived factors of
readiness in both managerial and nonmanagerial participant groups, trust was identified as the
second factor most related to change readiness in the managerial study group. Respect appeared
as the second factor that was most related to perceived change readiness in the nonmanagerial
participant group. Personal mindset did not manifest as a top change factor in either participant
group. It should be noted, however, that the survey item, “New initiatives are likely to lead to
positive outcomes” could be associated with mindset, particularly as it applies to mindset about
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the organization, as opposed to individual mindset. Key change sentiments associated with
employee readiness found in the literature included discrepancy, appropriateness, efficacy,
principal support, and valence (Armenakis et al., 1999). Three key sentiments: appropriateness
(e.g., belief that the proposed change will work), efficacy (e.g., confidence in oneself and the
organization), and discrepancy (e.g., knowledge of the need for change) were supported by the
findings in this study in both participant groups more than the other change sentiments, principal
support and valence in terms of both overall perceived readiness factors across both participant
groups and within each participant group separately.
Study Limitations
One limitation of the study was that the data collected was specific to a convenient,
purposive sample of employees at the managerial and nonmanagerial levels in only one
organization. Further study involving multiple organizations would be beneficial in determining
if there are patterns that exist regarding employee readiness for change at the managerial and
nonmanagerial levels on a much wider scale. It would also be valuable to determine if the factors
of readiness are similar across a variety of industries and organizations in both for-profit and
nonprofit organizations. Although the results of this study may prove useful for designing a
readiness for change strategy in this one organization, further research is needed to determine if
factors of readiness are consistent for managerial and nonmanagerial employees on a larger
scale. Because personnel and organizational dynamics in any organization change over time,
further research in the same organization would also be useful to see if the same factors are
dominant over time.
An additional limitation was that the data in the study came primarily from government
consultants across five functional service areas (e.g., engineering and science, analytics,
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management consulting, cyber, and systems delivery) in a global consulting firm that also
worked with commercial contracts. Further research is needed to discover whether the results
would be similar across governmental and commercial consultants on a much wider scale both
within this particular firm and across other consulting firms working with similar clients.
Implications for Practice
This study was an exploration of perceived factors of readiness for organizational change
in one organization. The general perceived readiness across all employee participants, the degree
of perceived readiness between managerial and nonmanagerial employee participant groups, and
the factors of perceived readiness in each group were compared. Findings from this study may
help organizational leaders, trainers, and instructional designers better prepare their employees
for organizational change. The data collected through this study were intended to inform the
literature in the areas of organizational change readiness, change management, and
organizational learning in preparation for major organizational change.
Because change is necessary to the ongoing success of any organization, understanding
how to best prepare employees for change in the most efficient and effective manner is essential
for organizational employees and those involved with implementing and managing the change
process. A key finding from this study was that change sentiments including discrepancy,
appropriateness, and efficacy, which were previously identified in the literature, appeared across
both managerial and nonmanagerial participant groups (Armenakis et al., 1999; Weiner, 2009).
Further, the change sentiment of appropriateness as relating to perceived organizational readiness
appeared as one of the top three factors in both managerial and nonmanagerial participant
groups. It was also the top factor of change readiness reflecting the greatest degree of
mathematical association with overall study participant perceptions of readiness for

67

organizational change. This was indicated through the survey item, “Leadership presents a clear
and effective innovation strategy that aligns with the organizational values.” The finding
suggests a positive relationship between the ability to articulate a clear path ahead through a
vision that is strongly aligned with organizational values and perceived organizational readiness.
It also supports research findings that there is a significant relationship between leadership styles
and behaviors (e.g., transformational and transactional leadership) and organizational
commitment to change readiness (Nordin, 2012). This information further supports the findings
of Oreg et al. (2011) regarding personnel selection as a key factor in organizational change
readiness and management. This could be beneficial for identifying potential leaders with
favorable skills for fostering an organizational environment that is conducive to change
readiness. A number of groups will find this information insightful, including human resources
professionals charged with hiring leaders, consultants involved in organizational change, and
those working in fields related to leadership training.
From an organizational learning standpoint, it is clear that companies understand the
importance of employee training. In 2017 alone, a survey of corporate professionals revealed that
organizations spent as much as $90 billion on training (“2017 Training Industry Report,” 2017).
Although it is unclear as to the exact amount spent directly on training related to major
organizational change or preparing employees for change, this significant investment shows that
organizations value employee learning. At the same time, research has shown a high failure rate
among change programs (“Changing Change Management,” 2015). Although the findings in this
study relate to employee readiness rather than traditional change resistance and motivation, these
factors appear to be interrelated. Creating training programs that recognize key similarities and
differences in perceived factors of readiness among the individuals whose collective efforts
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affect organization change offers valuable insight for professionals involved in designing
organizational learning. Readiness before and during change should be evaluated as part of the
entire change process. Examining employee perceptions about readiness through individual and
group reflections after a change has been implemented can also help shape change readiness
training.
Recommendations for Future Research
The current study was delimited to the consideration of one demographic identifying
variable. The variable was a binary, categorical variable signifying organizational status as
managerial or nonmanagerial. It is the hope that this research will contribute to the literature on
organizational readiness because it compares perceptions of readiness among managerial and
nonmanagerial groups; however, there remain a number of recommendations for future research.
First, employees identified themselves as managerial or nonmanagerial based on their levels
within the firm, and they responded to questions about their own perceptions of readiness for
themselves and their organizations. It would be useful to conduct a study in which participants in
each group answer questions regarding perceptions of readiness across the other identified
participant group. For example, managerial employees would respond to survey items involving
their perceptions of readiness about their own employees, and the nonmanagerial participant
group would answer the same questions about their perceptions of readiness for change across
the managerial participant group.
A second recommendation for further research is to survey each participant group before
and after a major organizational change takes place. It would be useful to consider the general
mindset about organizational readiness before a change occurs and then again after it has taken
place to see whether there is a difference in participant responses in both managerial and
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nonmanagerial participant study groups. Further consideration could be given to which factors of
readiness were considered most significant before and after the change occurs, and then a
comparison could be made those factors holistically across the organization and within each
participant group.
A final recommendation is to explore perceptions of readiness factors in cross-functional
groups. Many modern consulting environments, especially in the government and defense
consulting realm, are made up of cross-functional teams consisting of consultants from several
different companies, civilian government employees, and military personnel from multiple
service components, sometimes even involving team members from different countries. Studying
factors of readiness in organizations where consultants compete with one another to obtain or
retain contracts, where federal civilian employees are often tenured in their positions, and where
military members from different services have varying rules and procedures may elicit extremely
different results. As federal organizations grow in their interactions with joint intergovernmental,
multinational, and even commercial partners to innovate and implement change quickly on a
global scale, further research on readiness for change will become more necessary. In the case of
government defense, change readiness is sometimes critical to preventing or enacting timely
response to acts of hostility or terror among bad actors who wish harm on others. With regard to
commercial environments, change readiness can mean the difference between keeping a business
afloat and driving it into the ground when innovation is required to compete in uncertain, often
complex and volatile environments.
Conclusion
Findings from this study are intended to inform the literature in the fields of change
management and organizational readiness regarding perceptions of readiness among managerial
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and nonmanagerial study groups to address a gap in the existing literature. As organizations seek
to remain competitive in a dynamic, global environment, they must be ready to adapt to change
more frequently and efficiently than ever before. Because change is often costly and disruptive to
the organizational environment, leaders must have a plan in place to implement change
effectively. At the same time, leaders must be able to gauge the degree to which their employees
are ready to implement changes. By assessing perceived employee readiness for change at
various stages in the change process, leaders can make better informed decisions about both the
timing of and the process for implementing change in their organizations.
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Appendix A
Learning Environment Innovation Inventory (LEI2)
1. New initiatives are consistent with historical planning.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
2. A strong sense of urgency accompanies efforts to implement new initiatives.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
3. New initiatives are likely to lead to positive outcomes.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
4. Team members fully understand the nature of the change ahead when new initiatives are
developed.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
5. Leadership presents a clear and effective innovation strategy that aligns with the
organization's values.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
6. Leaders successfully cultivate an environment of trust.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
7. Leaders successfully cultivate an environment of respect.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
8. I am persistent when I don't initially succeed.
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A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
9. I maintain a positive mindset even in challenging situations.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
10. I am intrinsically motivated.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
11. I feel engaged in my organization's process of planning for the future.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
12. I enjoy assuming leadership roles.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
13. I obtain satisfaction from helping and adding value to others.
A response scale was available using the categories and scores of Strongly Agree (5), Somewhat
Agree (4), Neither Agree or Disagree (3), Somewhat Disagree (2), and Strongly Disagree (1).
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Appendix B
Digital Participant Consent Form
Title: A Comparative Study of Managerial and Nonmanagerial Perceptions about Readiness for
Organizational Change
Investigators: Kathleen Ortiz, Dr. Karen Ingle, Southeastern University
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to compare employee perceptions about readiness for
change. The project will measure perceptions about readiness for organizational change across
two groups: managerial and nonmanagerial employees. Employee perception about possessing a
general mindset of readiness for change and differences in perceptions between managerial and
nonmanagerial employees will be measured. Factors that are most predictive of managerial and
nonmanagerial employee readiness will also be explored.
What to Expect: This research study is administered online. Participation in this research will
involve the completion of a questionnaire regarding readiness for organizational change. For
each question, you will be presented with a statement. Rank your thoughts about each statement
by selecting one of the following responses for each question: 1) Strongly Agree 2) Agree 3)
Neutral 4) Disagree 5) Strongly Disagree. The survey should take approximately 10 -20 minutes
to complete.
Risks: There are no risks associated with this project which are expected to be greater than those
ordinarily encountered in daily life. All responses will be confidential.
Benefits: There are no direct benefits to you. However, you may gain an appreciation and
understanding of how research is conducted.
Compensation: No compensation will be offered for participation in this study.
Your Rights and Confidentiality: Your participation in this research is voluntary. There is no
penalty for refusal to participate, and you are free to withdraw your consent and participation in
this project at any time.
Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept private. Any written results will discuss
group findings and will not include information that will identify you. Research records will be
stored on a password protected computer in a locked office and only researchers and individuals
responsible for research oversight will have access to the records. Data will be destroyed five
years after the study has been completed.
Contacts:

Kathleen Ortiz
Dr. Karen Ingle
Southeastern University
Southeastern University
Kortiz@seu.edu
Kmingle@seu.edu
(813) 326 - 4297
(863) 667 - 5414
If you choose to participate: Please, click NEXT if you choose to participate. By clicking NEXT,
you are indicating that you freely and voluntarily and agree to participate in this study and you
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also acknowledge that you are at least 18 years of age.
It is recommended that you print a copy of this consent page for your records before you begin
the study by clicking below.
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